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INTRODUCTION

Research on organizational behavior has shown that individuals
in leadership positions tend to differ from non-supervisory personnel
on several characteristics which potentially affect organizational
effectiveness.

Herzberg, Mausner, Peterson and Capwell (1957) for

example, reported that supervisors are generally older and have
longer service with their employer than the people they direct.
These authors also noted that in four out of five studies where the
morale of supervisors and workers was compared the supervisors
expressed higher morale.

Another potentially important difference

cited by Herzberg et al. was that the supervisor is simultaneously a
member of two organizational groups, one in which he is a subordinate
and in the other a superior.

He is management's representative to

his subordinates and he is also the employees' representative to
management.

The role of non-leaders is much more restricted.

Other studies have pointed up the existence of potentially mean
ingful psychological differences between organizational leaders at
different levels of the hierarchy.

Porter (1963) mailed question

naires to about 6,000 managers throughout the United States in a wide
variety of industries.

He received 1,916 usable replies, two-thirds

of which came from individuals in manufacturing concerns.

The survey

instrument contained 13 items designed to measure five Maslow (195^)
type need categories: security, social, esteem, autonomy and selfactualization.

The respondents were categorized by five organization

1
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levels: president, vice-president, upper middle management, lover
middle management and first and second level managers.

The results

showed that higher level managers regarded autonomy and self-actual
ization as more important to them in their jobs than did lower level
managers.
Porter and Henry (1964) studied personality traits of managerial
personnel in a wide variety of companies throughout the United
States.

Of a total of 6,000 mailed questionnaires, 1 ,8 9 6 were

returned in usable form.

As in the above study by Porter, two-thirds

of the respondents were engaged in manufacturing and for purposes of
analysis were also categorized in accordance with the same five
organization levels.

The results showed that emphasis on inner-

directed characteristics such as self-actualization and autonomy
tended to be an increasing function or organization level while lower
level needs like security and social, were a decreasing function of
hierarchical level.

They characterized the lower level managers as

predominantly "other-directed" types.

The definition of "inner and

other-directed" types was based on Riesman, i960 .
In addition to role differentiation based on leadership,
authority and responsibility, non-supervisory positions in large
organizations are typically stratified by occupational groupings
with production operatives, clerks and so forth at the low end and
professionals, like scientists and engineers at the top.

Studies

relating job satisfaction to leadership climate have shown that the
satisfaction of individuals engaged in more complex work tends to be
more closely related to a structured climate (House & Filley, 1970)
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than does the satisfaction of individuals on more routinized work,
who typically exhibit increasingly negative satisfaction as struc
ture is increased (Fleishman & Peters, 1962).
One technique which has frequently been used to study the
presumed effects of differing leadership styles on such organiza
tional outcomes as job satisfaction, turnover, absenteeism and
grievance rates is the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire
(LBDQ) developed by Fleishman, 1953*

The LBDQ permits individuals

to describe their supervisor by responding to a series of (hO)
statements which characterize leadership style.

The results provide

an assessment of the degree to which a supervisor is perceived by
subordinates as considerate and/or structuring in his job relation
ships with them.
Initiating Structure and Consideration are defined as follows
by Fleishman (1960):
Initiating Structure Reflects the extent to which an in
dividual is likely to define and structure his own role
and those of his subordinates toward goal attainment. A
high score on this dimension characterizes individuals
who play a more active role in directing group activities
through planning, communicating information, scheduling,
criticizing, trying out new ideas, etc.
Consideration Reflects the extent to which an individual
is likely to have job relationships characterized by mutual
trust, respect for subordinates' ideas, consideration of
their feelings, and a certain warmth between supervisor
and subordinates. A high score-is indicative of a climate
of good rapport and two-way communication. A low score
indicates the supervisor is likely to be moreimpersonal in
his relations with group members (p. 3) •
In studies where the LBDQ has been used, a positive relationship
has generally been found between Consideration and measures of
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subordinate satisfaction (Halpin, 195*1; Halpin and Weiner, 1957)•
High Consideration leaders also tend to have work groups character
ized by high intragroup harmony and member cooperation (Oaklander
and Fleishman, 196*0 •

In addition, such leaders have been found to

have subordinates with lower turnover and grievance rates (Fleishman,
1953; Fleishman, Harris and Burtt, 1955; and Fleishman and Harris,

1962).
LBDQ research has shown that leaders rated high on Initiating
Structure also tend to be rated by their superiors as more effective
than individuals with lower Structure scores (Harris, 1952; Halpin
and Weiner, 1957; Fleishman, Harris and Burtt, 1955; and Fleishman
and Harris, 1 9 6 2 ).
Korman's (1 9 6 6 ) literature review of LBDQ research indicated
that in industrial situations at least, all ratings of leadership
behavior had been obtained from individuals engaged in comparatively
routine work; like production operatives, sales clerks and so forth.
House and Filley (1970) extended LBDQ research to populations
of research and development personnel drawn from petroleum refining,
business machine, and air frame manufacturing concerns.

These authors

found that consistent with previous research, Consideration and
satisfaction were positively related.

Except for employees of the

air frame manufacturer, however, there was a generally positive
relationship found between satisfaction and Initiating Structure.
The air frame manufacturer differed from the other two companies in
that it operated under government contract and, therefore, had
considerable formalization built into the organizational environment,
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hence possibly negating the need for much structuring by management.
House and Filley suggest that the unexpected positive relationship
between Initiating Structure and satisfaction in the other two
companies may have resulted from the differences in the character
istics of the research and development personnel and their work as
compared with previous LBDQ studies where the subjects were persons
engaged in somewhat routine work.

These authors suggested that

highly technically trained personnel may prefer leadership which
provides for clear definition of role relationships and clear
specifications of work methodology to be employed.
In further explaining their results, they claimed consistency
with Baumgartel's (1957) finding that employees in research and
development laboratories preferred democratic leadership to laissezfaire (do as you please) styles, and with the studies by Filley &
Grimes (1 9 6 7 ) and Vollmer (i960 ) which showed that skilled workers
and organizational "cosmopolitans" seek greater clarification of
policies and rules than less skilled workers or organization "locals."
Also, they felt that Structure can be expected to make the environment
less ambiguous, hence more satisfying to higher occupational status
employees, whereas the same psychological process has a dissatisfying
effect on employees doing unpleasant work, and Initiating Structure
may be viewed as a form of external control imposed to hold employees
accountable for performance.
House & Filley’s (1970) paper is compelling in its support of the
case for a structured work climate being more closely related to
satisfaction at higher occupational levels.

The author of the current
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study reviewed the LBDQ literature and concluded that published
reports of efforts aimed at comparing leadership climate (as
measured by the LBDQ) and job satisfaction for supervisors and
subordinates in the same organizational setting are apparently quite
rare.
Some literature, however, suggests that supervisory personnel
are favorably inclined toward a structured work environment, but
the LBDQ was not used to measure climate in these studies.
Peres (1962 ) identified a supervisory preference for structured
climate.

He collected essays from ^1^ supervisors on the topic of:

"the best supervisor I know in the company."

The essays were content

analyzed and a 303 item check-list questionnaire descriptive of
supervisory behavior was developed and administered to 372 super
visors.

The questionnaire results were factor analyzed and seven

factors were identified, one of which Peres called "establishment of
work climate."

According to the author:

"This factor has significant loadings on such statements
as 'expects a day's work from each subordinate' (.38 ),
'disciplines when necessary' (.36 ), 'expects only the
best from his subordinates' (.36 ), 'expects his subordinates
to know the answers in their respective fields' (.35)?
etc. The factor characterizes the supervisor who estab
lishes and maintains definite standards of performance for
his subordinates. He not only expects his people to comply
to corporate procedures but also to work at maximum effi
ciency. There is the indication that this type of supervisor
• is so goal-oriented that he might put the job ahead of his
subordinates. This factor bears close resemblance to the
dimension 'initiating structure' discussed by Fleishman
(1951) in the Ohio State Leadership Studies" (p. ^07).
Rosen and Weaver (i9 6 0 ) found a parallel with Peres' results.
They studied the attitudes of the entire managerial force (N = 155)
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of a farm implement manufacturing plant with 2,200 employees.

They

asked the participants to assess the relative importance of a series
of items concerning their work climate.

The results showed a con

sistent orientation on the part of these managers toward conditions
which enhanced the effective discharge of one’s responsibilities.
The Initiating Structure dimension of the LBDQ by definition
measures the extent to which a leader is likely to define and
structure his own role and those of his subordinates toward goal
attainment.

Rosen and Weaver's findings suggest a degree of pre

ference by managers at the plant level toward a structured job
climate.
In summary, research on leadership climate using LBDQ measure
ments suggests:
a)

Consideration and job satisfaction tend to be positively
related regardless of occupational level or job complexity.

b)

The job satisfaction of non-supervisory personnel engaged
in comparatively routine work tends to be negatively
related to the amount of Initiating Structure ascribed
to supervision.

c)

The job satisfaction of research and development workers
tends to be positively associated with Initiating Structure.

Other studies of supervisory attitudes (Peres, 1962 and Rosen
and Weaver, i9 6 0 ) suggest preference for a structured work climate
among lower and middle level managers.
In addition to differences between organization leaders and
workers demographically, (for example, age and company service time)
and in attitudes toward various leadership climate measures, other
research has found perceptual differences between these two groups.
Morse (1953), for example, compared supervisors' and employees'
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perceptions of ways to advance in a large organization.

These

subjects were engaged primarily in clerical work and 8k% of the
group were female, although most of the supervisors were men.
asked the question:

When

"How does a person get ahead here in the

company?", the responses indicated that supervisors believed that
merit was the controlling variable whereas subordinates were more
inclined to emphasize organization politics and luck.
In a study of government engineers and scientists and their
supervisors, Strauss (1966) found that employees’ job satisfaction
was related more closely to perceptions of supervisory performance
ratings than to actual supervisors' ratings.

The supervisors'

satisfaction, however, was more closely associated with actual
performance ratings by their superiors.
The overall purposes of this study were to (a) test directly
the relationship of job satisfaction and LBDQ ratings among super
visory and subordinate personnel in the same organization, and (b) to
measure disparity between attitudes and perceptions for three levels
of personnel regarding criteria for two organizational reward prac
tices; namely, salary increases and promotions.
The specific hypotheses tested were:
l)

As measured by correlating LBDQ scores and satisfaction
with nine job facets:
a)

supervisors' and subordinates' job satisfaction
is positively related to Consideration;

b)

subordinates' job satisfaction is unrelated or
negatively related to Structure;
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c)

2)

3)

job satisfaction is positively related to Structure
for supervisors.

With respect to job satisfaction:
a)

supervisors express a greater degree of job satis
faction than subordinates;

b)

the lowest satisfaction for subordinates would be
on the salary and advancement items when compared
to seven other factors.

Regarding the importance of ten criteria respectively for
pay and promotion decisions:
a)

supervisors' attitudes do not differ from their
perceptions of their immediate superiors' atti
tudes;

b)

supervisors' and subordinates' actual attitudes
are disparate;

c)

what subordinates perceive to be their immediate
supervisors' attitudes is disparate from the
attitudes they themselves express.
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METHOD

The Organizational Setting

The study was carried out in a production division of a large,
heavy manufacturing organization located in the midwest.

All salaried

employees of the Division General Offices were asked, by advance letter
from the industrial relations office, to participate in the study on
company time (see Appendix A).

The population consisted primarily of

personnel engaged in activities supportive of the division production
effort.

The actual manufacturing is performed in eight plants, which

are in locations separate from that which houses the subject office
population.

Most of the participants are engaged in various aspects

of developing manufacturing and quality control procedures, processes,
and standards; plant layout; and production equipment design and
development.

Some clerical, finance, and industrial relations

personnel (N = 57) also participated in the study.

This represents

about 12$ of the subordinate participants, a proportion which is not
of such a magnitude as to alter the reporting of the results as
generally representative of a group of technical manufacturing support
personnel.

The following data further describes the sample:
Total
Employed

Research
Participants

Percent
Participating

73

54

74.0

48.2

23.5

Subordinates

677

*t84

70*0

44.3

15.0

Total

750

538

71-7

Supervisors

Average
Ape

On the basis of experience and education, this population was

10
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Average
Service

11
comprised largely of former skilled tradesmen and/or individuals
with some college, but less than a four-year degree.

The Research Instrument

A schedule was developed by the personnel department whereby
the same questionnaire (see Appendix B) was administered to super
visory and non-supervisory personnel in specific work groups at
designated times over a two-day period.

The instrument consisted

of the following kinds of items:
1.

Identification; i.e., education, age, current
organization component, company service, service
as a salaried employee, time on present position,
and the number of similar surveys previously
participated in while with the company.

2.

Nine typically investigated job satisfaction scales
covering the job itself, working conditions, company
benefits, salary matters, opportunities for advance
ment, immediate supervisor, performance evaluations,
information and communication, departmental matters
(Ronan, 1 9 6 9 ).

3.

An LBDQ type scale to assess leadership climate (see
Appendix B, pp. 67 and 68).

k.

Perception and attitude items concerning criteria
for salary increase and advancement decisions.
These items were presented according to the follow
ing format:
In your opinion, how important DOES super
vision within your department consider each
of the following in deciding on salary
increases for employees in your department?

Quite
Impor
tant

(5)

w

Fairly
Impor
tant
(3)

Of
Little
Importance
(2)

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

Very
Impor
tant
Doing work of high
quality
Having a favorable
attitude

Of
No
Impor
tance
(1)
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12

In contrast with what you think supervision
DOES how important do you think supervision
SHOULD consider each of the following in
deciding on salary increases for employees
in your department?

Doing work of high
quality
Having a favorable
attitude

Very
Impor
tant
(5)

Quite
Impor
tant
(4)

Fairly
Impor
tant
(3)

Of
Little
Impor
tance
(2)

Of
No
Impor
tance
(D

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

‘

The items about which subjects were asked to express opinions
and perceptions were primarily comprised of such things as quality
and quantity of work, favorable attitude, attendance and punctuality,
length of service, and so forth.

These are factors which supervisors

in the company are instructed to emphasize when selecting employees
for pay raises and promotions respectively.

This company provides for

promotions under certain circumstances where no adjustment in salary
is made; hence, separate scales for pay and promotion were developed.
There is some overlap in the items between scales; like the quality
and quantity of work items because factors such as these are regarded
as equally important in determining who is selected for promotions
or who is to be awarded a salary increase whether promotional or
nonpromotional. One item, "knowing the right people," was included to
assess opinions and perceptions about the importance of this "informalpolitical" path of organization rewards.
Because this survey was conducted during working hours, con
servation of time was an important consideration.

For this reason
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13
an abbreviated LBDQ scale was developed which included 21 of the ^0
items which make up a complete scale.

Each of the hO items was care

fully considered from the standpoint of its appropriateness to the
subject population (Stogdill and Shartle, 1955)-

From the items that

were acceptable on this basis, 21 (11 Consideration, 10 Structure) were
selected by closely adhering to the method whereby the k0 Considera
tion and Initiating Structure items were derived from the original
LBDQ form of 150 items (Fleishman, 1957? PP« 153-156).
is to select:

The procedure

(1) items ■with high orthogonal factor loadings on the

LBDQ dimension in which the item is included, and (2) as close to a
zero loading as possible on the other factor (Stogdill and Coons, 1957?
pp. 1C7-109).
Reliability range estimates of the shortened Consideration and
Initiating Structure scales were made by applying the Spearman-Brown
formula (Cronbach, 1960, p. 131) to the lowest and highest of nine
reliability coefficients as reported in the LBDQ manual (Stogdill,
1963 ? p- 11).

Coefficients for Consideration are listed in the manual

in a range of .76 to .87 and for Structure, from .70 to .80.

In the

current research, therefore, reliability for the Consideration scale
is estimated to be between .61 and .77 and for the Structure scale,
between .5^ and .6 7 . The Consideration and Structure scales inter
correlation was found to be .02 suggesting that the two scales are
independent measures of different leadership behavior.
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RESULTS

Pearson product moment correlation coefficients for LBDQ scores
and job satisfaction are listed in Table 1 and plotted in Figures 1
and 2.

Consideration and satisfaction with the nine job dimensions

were positively related and, with but one exception, these were
statistically significant for both the supervisory and subordinate
groups.

The correlation of supervisors' satisfaction with "working

conditions" was (.Ob) which is not significant.
The job satisfaction of subordinates bore no relationship to
Structure except in the case of "departmental matters" (.13? P<.01,
df, b8b). Satisfaction with "departmental matters" and Structure
were also significantly correlated (.30, P <.05, df, 52) for super
visors and for this group, seven of the other eight satisfaction
measures had a positive relationship to Structure.

In addition to the

positive trend in the relationship between supervisors' satisfaction
and Structure, Table 1 shows that the correlations for Structure and
satisfaction with "the job itself" (.22), "performance reviews" (.22)
and "benefits" (.2!+) were not significant (tabled value for r at .05
is .279).

Supervisors' satisfaction with "salary matters" and Struc

ture was the only negative relationship (-.0 9 ).
There was close similarity in the Satisfaction/Consideration
relationship for supervisors on the "benefits" (.3 1 )? "advancement"
(.31) and "salary matters" (.33) job facets.

For subordinates?

however, the satisfaction/Consideration coefficients for "working
1b

R eproduced with perm ission o f the copyright owner. F urther reproduction prohibited w ith o u t perm ission.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

TABLE 1
Correlations between LBDQ Dimensions and Nine Measures of Job Satisfaction

Consideration

Structure

Satisfaction with
Supervisors
(N = 5*0

Non-supervisors
(N = 484)

Supervisors
(N = 5U)

Non-supervisors
(N = 484)

Your job

.38 **

.46 **

.22

.07

Working conditions

.Ob

.2k *#

.18

- .02

Benefits

.31 *

.25

.2b

- .01

Salary matters

.33 **

.37 **

- .09

- .03

Advancement

.31 *

.113 **

.12

.02

Immediate supervisor

.76 **

.76 **

.16

- .02

Performance reviews

.58 **

M

**

.22

•07

Information & communication

.47 **

,b2 **

.09

.04

Your department

.57 **

.56 **

.30 *

.13 **

*
**

P <^.05
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TABLE 2
Intercorrelation Matrix for Job Satisfaction and LBDQ Dimensions
(N = 538)

Job satisfaction
dimensions

1 . About your job
2 . Working conditions

3.

Benefits

k.

Salary matters

5-

Advancement

6.

Immediate supervisor

7.-

Performance reviews

8.

Information

9.

Your department

10.

Consideration

11.

Structure

*

P C . 05

**

Dimensions
1

2

3

1+

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

.30*#

.36**

.1+1+**

.61**

.51+**

.63 **

.1+1+**

.69 **

.1+6**

.09 *

.1+0 **

.38**

.33**

.27**

.33**

.35**

.39**

.23**

.01

.1+8 **

.1+5**

.27**

.38**

.1+0 **

.1+1 **

.26**

.0 2

.65**

.1+1 **

.52**

.1+6**

.51+**

.37**

.0 2

.1+7**

.59**

.55**

.61 **

.1+2**

.05

.58 **

.52**

.61+**

.76 **

.00

.53**

.62 **

.51 **

.09*

.59**

.1+3**

.09*

.57**

.15**
.02
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TABLE 3
Significant Results of Newman-Keuls Test of Mean Job Satisfaction
by Job Dimension and Organization Level
(N - 538)

Group means by job dimension and organization level
Performance
Reviews
(Group I)*

Working
Conditions
(Group I)

Benefits
(Group II)*W

Department
(Group I)

Immediate
Supervisor
(Group I)

Job Itself
(Group I)

Benefits
(Group I)

3.89

3.91

If.00

I*.00

If.10

4.20

4.32

1.23

1.32

1.32

1.1*2

1 .62

1.64

NS

NS

1 .20

1 .20

1.30

1.50

1 .52

q.99 (r, 1*288)

5.23

5.29

5-35

5-35

5-40

5.45

5.45

sBq.99(r,4288)

1.15

1.16

1.18

1.18

1.19

1.20

1.20

Advancement
(Group II)
2.80
Salary
(Group II)
2.80

1 .19##*

Group I = Supervisors
Group II = Non-supervisors
All values significant at .01
iu

o
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conditions" (.2k) and "benefits" (.2k) were the most similar.
Intercorrelations of the nine satisfaction measures and the
LBDQ dimensions for the total population (N = 538) are presented in
Table 2.

This combined analysis of the total population shows that

satisfaction on all job dimensions was related to Consideration
beyond the .01 level of confidence, although "working conditions" and
"benefits" did not intercorrelate as strongly as the other seven job
dimensions.

Consideration and satisfaction with "immediate super

visor" (r = .7 6 ) was the strongest relationship.

This same satis

faction measure and Structure, however, were not related (r = .00).
Figure 3 is a plot of the job satisfaction means by supervisory/
subordinate groups.

The mean levels for supervisors were higher than

for subordinate groups.

The mean levels for supervisors were higher

than for subordinates on all nine dimensions.

The areas of least

satisfaction for both groups were "salary matters" and "opportunities
for advancement."
The differences between supervisor and subordinate satisfaction
shown in Figure 3 were significant, F(1,53&) = 3-9% P<.05»

There

was also significant variance within the groups as to degree of
satisfaction with each factor: F,(8,lf288) = 5*0^> P<«01.
The nature of the mean differences was tested by the Newman-Keuls
method (Winer, 1962, pp. 8 O-85 ) and the significant results are
summarized in Table 3-

While the mean satisfaction levels for super

visors were higher than those of subordinates on all nine job factors
(see Figure 3)» Table 3 shows that in no instance were the differences
significant when the two groups were compared on the same factor; for

R eproduced with perm ission o f the copyright owner. F urther reproduction prohibited w itho ut perm ission.

example, mean supervisory salary satisfaction compared with the mean
salary satisfaction of subordinates resulted in no significant
differences.

The supervisory group's mean satisfaction with "depart

mental matters," "immediate supervisor," "the job itself" and "bene
fits" was significantly (P<C.01) greater than subordinate's satis
faction with "salary matters" and "opportunities for advancement."
In addition, supervisors were significantly (PC.01) more satisfied
with "performance reviews" and "working conditions" than subordinates
were with "opportunities for advancement."
Within the supervisory group, there were no significant differ
ences in satisfaction levels across the nine dimensions, whereas,
subordinates were significantly (P<.01) less satisfied with their
salaries and advancement opportunities than with their company-paid
benefits.
Figures Ma-f)

Tables b and 5 relate to assessments of the

importance of criteria for pay and promotion decisions.

Analyses of

variance of the graphic data shown in Figures b (a-d) indicated that
the attitudes of the supervisory group, regarding the criteria, did
not differ significantly from their assessments of their superior's
opinions, nor from the actual attitudes which their subordinates
expressed regarding the importance of the criteria for either pay or
promotion decisions.
Disparity was found, however, between subordinate attitudes
and their perceptions of supervisors' opinions regarding the relative
importance of both the pay and promotion decision criteria.

The

disparity trend shown in Figure be represents a significant
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Versatility
Helping others in your
work group
Quality of work
Attendance and punctuality
Favorable attitude
Suggesting operating
improvements
Quantity of work
Company service time
Being cooperative to
management initiated
changes
Looking busy all the time
Low

High
LEVEL OF IMPORTANCE

Fig. 4a. A comparison of the mean level of importance in
determining pay raises as judged by supervisors and as ascribed
to their immediate superiors.
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Attitudes

•

Perceptions
Quality of work
Quantity of work
Likeable personality
Varied experience
Knowing the right people
Ability to deal with people

•C

Educational qualification
Right attitude
Company service time
Time on present job
High

Low

LEVEL OF IMPORTANCE

Fig. Vb. A comparison of the mean level of importance in
determining promotions as judged by supervisors and as ascribed to
their immediate superiors.
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Versatility
Helping others in your
work group

Supervisors • ______9

Quality of work

Non Supervisors «.------ •

Attendance and punctuality
Favorable attitude
Suggesting operating
improvements
Quantity of work
Company service time
Being cooperative to
management initiated
changes
Looking busy all the time

High

Low

LEVEL OF IMPORTANCE
Fig. he. A comparison of the mean opinions of supervisors
and non-supervisors regarding the level of importance of criteria
for determining pay raises.
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Quality of work
Quantity of work
v

Likeable personality

Supervisors

yNon-supervisors

Varied experience
Knowing the right people
Ability to deal with people
Educational qualification
Right attitude
Company service time
Time on present job

Low

High

LEVEL OF IMPORTANCE

Figure lfd. A comparison of the mean opinions of supervisors
and non-supervisors regarding the level of importance of criteria
for determining promotions.
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Attitudes

•

Perceptions

•
+—

■■ +

VersatilityHelping others in your
work group
Quality of work
Attendance and punctuality
Favorable attitude
Suggesting operating
improvements
Quantity of work
Company service time
Being cooperative to
management initiated
changes
Looking busy all the time
High

Low

LEVEL OF IMPORTANCE

Fig. 1+e- A comparison of the mean level of importance in deterrrn'mng pay raises as judged by subordinates and as ascribed to their
immediate supervisors.
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attitudinal/perceptual separation regarding the pay criteria:
F( 1 ,966 ) = 8 9 .3 2 , PC.01.

There were also significant interaction

effects: F(9,96*49) = 26-71, P <".01.

Table h shows a descriptive

interpretation of a Newman-Keuls test on the mean differences and
indicates that subordinates felt that supervision should place more
emphasis on six of the ten criteria and that no change in emphasis
was needed on "being cooperative to management initiated changes,"
"quantity of work," "company service time," and "looking busy all the
time."

Subordinates did not think that any of the criteria for pay

raise decisions should be less emphasized by supervision.
The results of the same type of analysis on the promotion
criteria are shown in Figure *4f and Table 5*

Significant disparity

was also found between subordinate attitudes and their perceptions
of supervisory opinions regarding the criteria for promotion decisions:
F( 1 ,966 ) =18.13, P <(.01.

The distribution of perceptual disparity

(see Table 5 ) shows that the subject subordinates would like super
vision to place more weight on "quality of work," "varied experience,"
"ability to deal with people" and "right attitude" and less emphasis
on "knowing the right people" in selecting individuals for promotions.
Summary tables for all analyses of variance and complete
Newman-Keuls test results are shown in Tables 6-15 contained in
Appendix C (Winer, 1962, pp. 8 O-8 5 , 302-318 and 37*4—378).
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TABLE

k

Subordinate Opinions of the Relative Emphasis that Supervision Should Place
on Ten Criteria for Deciding who Should Receive a Pay Raise
(N =

kSk)
Supervision should emphasize

Decision criteria
More
Versatility

X

Helping others in the work group

X

Quality of work

X

Attendance and punctuality

X

Favorable attitude

X

Suggesting operating improvements

X

Same as

Being cooperative to management
initiated changes

X

Quantity of work

X

Company service time

X

Looking busy all the time

X

Less
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Attitudes
Perceptions

Quality of work
Quantity of work
Likeable personality
Varied experience
Knowing the right people
Ability to deal with people
Educational qualification
Right attitude
Company service time
Time on present Job
High

Low

LEVEL OF IMPORTANCE
Fig. 4 f . A comparison of the mean level of importance in deter
mining promotions as judged by subordinates and as ascribed to their
immediate supervisors.
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TABLE 5
Subordinate Opinions of the Relative Emphasis that Supervision Should Place
on Ten Criteria for Deciding who Should Receive a Promotion
(N = W

Supervision should emphasize
Decision criteria
More

Quality of work

X

Varied experience

X

Ability to deal with people

X

Right attitude

X

Same as

Quantity of work

X

Likeable personality

X

Educational qualifications

X

Company service time

X

Time on present job

X

Knowing the right people

Less

X

DISCUSSION

The results of this study reaffirm the value of the situational
approach to the study of job attitudes.

The current research has

shown that supervisors and subordinates, to some extent, express
differing attitudes and perceptions in response to the same set of
job climate items.
Discussion of these differences will be categorized by:

(a) the

relationship of job satisfaction and LBDQ dimensions; and (b) attitudinal and perceptual relationships regarding job satisfaction and
the importance of various organizational reward criteria.

The Relationship of Job Satisfaction and LBDQ Dimensions

Consideration and both supervisory and subordinate satisfaction
on all job dimensions measured were positively related which confirms
hypothesis 1a.

Of these 18 positive relationships, 15 correlation

coefficients reached the .01 level of significance, two were signifi
cant at the .05 level, while only one relationship, Consideration and
the satisfaction of the supervisory group with "working conditions,"
was not statistically significant.

These kinds of results might be

expected to occur, since a considerate leadership climate should
provide opportunity for psychological need satisfaction for members
of organizations regardless of organization level or role (Beer, 1966 ;
Fleishman, 1951; Fleishman and Harris, 1962; Fleishman, Harris and
Burtt, 1955; House and Filley, 1970; and Korman, 1966 ).

For both

groups the strongest relationships were between Consideration and

32
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(a) immediate supervisor, (b) departmental matters, (c) performance
reviews, (d) information and communication, and (e) the job itself
and the weakest were between Consideration and (a) working conditions
and (b) benefits.

The leadership climate would be expected to bear

little relationship to satisfaction with working conditions and bene
fits programs in this setting, since both areas are centrally adminis
tered by organization units outside the immediate department or work
group.

The complexity of modern fringe benefit programs requires

administration by specialists in the division and corporate industrial
relations staffs while the layout and condition of facilities is a
joint responsibility of industrial relations and plant engineering
personnel.
The magnitude of the correlation (.76 ) between Consideration and
satisfaction with the immediate supervisor is not surprising, since
a supervisor is the focal point for most matters which affect a
subordinate’s relationship to his employer and the LBDQ items deal
with leader behavior.
Structure was significantly related to satisfaction with "depart
mental matters" at .01 for subordinates and .05 for supervisors.

This

is an expected outcome since departments are the basic units of large
organizations and are designed to ensure that uniform policies and
practices are adhered to and that work roles, requirements and organ
ization objectives are as clear as possible to all members.

Depart

ments as such are a means whereby structure is built into organizations.
Previous research (Beer, 1966; Fleishman, 1951; Fleishman and
Harris, 1962; Fleishman, Harris and Burtt, 1955; and Korman, 1966 )
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generally found that Structure and the job satisfaction of non-supervisory personnel is negatively or randomly related.

The results of

the current study are consistent with these previous findings and
with hypothesis lb.

These studies were conducted on populations

wherein the job content was somewhat routine, for example, production
operatives, clerks and so forth.

House and Filley (1970) °n the

other hand found Structure to be positively related to the job satis
faction of scientists and engineers in three out of four companies.
The one exception occurred in a government contractor's organization
which may, according to these authors, already be highly structured
by virtue of formal government requirements.

House and Filley (1970)

explained that the complex nature of the work may have accounted for
the positive Structure/satisfaction findings in their study.

The

more complex nature of supervisory work may be the reason that the
leaders in the current study showed a positive inclination to
Structure, although caution has to be used in generalizing from these
results, since only one of the positive Structure/satisfaction rela
tionships reached the .05 level of significance.
Hypothesis lc, that supervisor’s job satisfaction would be
positively related to Structure was confirmed except in the case of
"salary matters" where the relationship was negative .09.

The explan

ation for this negative result may be that supervisors regard the
imposition of too much structure on the salary system as a constraint
on their ability to achieve better salary progress than their peers by
the demonstration of differentially better job performance.
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Attitudinal and Perceptual Relationships
Regarding Job Satisfaction and the Importance
of Various Organizational Reward Criteria

Hypothesis 2a, that supervisors would express a greater degree
of job satisfaction than subordinates, was partially confirmed.
While the mean satisfaction levels for supervisors were higher than
those of subordinates on all nine job factors, in no instance were
the differences significant when the two groups were compared on the
same factor; for example, mean salary satisfaction for supervisors
compared with mean salary satisfaction of subordinates resulted in no
significant differences.

The supervisory group's mean satisfaction

with "departmental matters," "immediate supervisor," "the job itself"
and "benefits" was significantly (P<!.0l) greater than subordinate's
satisfaction with "salary matters" and "opportunities for advance
ment."

In addition, supervisors were significantly (P<.01) more

satisfied with "performance reviews" and "working conditions" than
subordinates were with "opportunities for advancement."
Although not statistically significant, the greatest mean
difference between groups on the same job dimension (.75) occurred
on "opportunities for advancement."

A result such as this might be

expected since the supervisors have experienced better organizational
progress than those who have not risen nor are likely to rise to
leadership roles (Morse, 1953)*

Another likely result was the fact

that the smallest mean disparity between groups (.32) occurred on the
"benefits" dimension.

The company benefits programs are nearly

identical for non-supervisors and the lower levels of supervision in
the subject company and the few minor differences which favor

35
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supervision were not included in the questionnaire items so as to
ensure that both groups were responding to the same questions.
■While there were no significant differences in satisfaction
across the nine job climate factors for supervision, the subordinates
did express significantly greater satisfaction with "benefits" than
with salary and advancement matters.

This result is not surprising

in view of Herzberg's (1959, 1966) contention that most employers
have adequately provided for "hygiene" considerations such as company
paid benefits, while neglecting the "motivators" such as "opportunities
for advancement."
The fact that subordinate "salary" satisfaction in this study
was significantly lower (P<.01) than satisfaction with "benefits"
may be explained by Herzberg's assertion that dissatisfaction with
pay is a recurring phenomenon.
It is possible, on the other hand, that "benefits" are perceived
by industrial workers as somewhat of a gratuity, common to all workers,
which is in no way dependent on the level of individual effort or
performance.

On this basis, it may be less difficult for an employer

to achieve and maintain relatively high employee satisfaction with
company paid benefits since expectations for improved benefits are
not based on the same considerations as pay expectations.
Pay practices based on reward and penalty are often more individ
ualized, hence feelings of having been denied a pay raise or promotion
may result in greater dissatisfaction than feelings associated with,
for example, the company's failure to enlarge the benefits portfolio
since an individual probably does not feel that his efforts affect
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such new gratuities.
In anticipation of the low subordinate satisfaction results
regarding salary and advancement, based on previous company exper
ience, the current study included scales which were designed to
probe one important aspect of this phenomenon.
When asked to respond to the importance of a series of criteria
for deciding on pay raises and promotions it was found that:
(a)

The supervisory group viewed the relative importance
of the items in much the same way as they felt their
superiors assessed them which confirms hypothesis 3a5

(b)

and the actual attitudes of subordinates were closely
congruent with those of their supervisors which rejects
hypothesis 3b.

The comparatively low levels of subordinate satisfaction with
salary and advancement in this company cannot, therefore, be explained
on the basis of disagreement between supervision and subordinates on
the relative importance of decision criteria at least as regards the
subject population.

Significant disparity (P<.01) was identified,

however, between the assessments of these criteria as made by sub
ordinates and the opinions they ascribed to their supervisors, thus
confirming hypothesis 3c■ The employees felt that management in
deciding whose pay to raise placed sufficient emphasis on:

a) cooper

ation with management-initiated changes, b) quantity of work, c) com
pany service time, and d) looking busy all the time, whether the
work requires it or not.

They would like to see more weight given to:

a) quality of work, b) versatility, c) cooperation with other workers
in the group, d) a good attitude, e) suggesting operating improvements,
and f) attendance and punctuality.
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In deciding who should be promoted, the employees would also
like more management emphasis on:

(a) quality of work, and (b) a

good attitude in addition to (c) varied experience and (d) ability
to deal with people.

They also felt that no additional consideration

need be given either to:

(a) quantity of work, (b) total service

time or time on present job, (c) personality, or (d) educational
qualifications.
The "political" item, "knowing the right people," is the only
factor on the pay of promotion scales which employees feel should be
given less emphasis by management.
These results suggest that individuals in this population want
management to judge them on the basis of factors which are within the
scope of individual influence and which tend to be most meaningful
for productivity.

The decision criterion which employees considered

to be of little relevance, "knowing the right people," is understand
able in light of the kinds of items they consider to be of greater
importance.

This finding can be, however, compared with Morse (1953)

who suggested that individuals who had not risen to supervision may
tend to rationalize and ascribe this outcome to things largely outside
the scope of individual influence such as organization "politics."

It

is possible that this suggestion could partially explain the results
of the current study.
The total perceptual disparity requires a broader explanation
such as the possibility that subordinate members of the subject
population are not as well aware as supervision is of the basis on
which rewards are dispensed.

It should be remembered that it was not
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their attitudes which differed from supervision's, but rather their
attitudes as compared with their perceptions of management’s beliefs.
Strauss (1966 ), for example, reported significant disparity between
performance ratings as assigned by management and self-ratings of
subordinate scientists and engineers.

The job satisfaction of these

subordinate professionals was significantly related ( P C . 05 ) to how
they thought supervisors rated them, and not related to actual
ratings or to objective performance criteria such as the number of
publications.

Job satisfaction and actual performance ratings by

higher management were significantly related (P <. 05 ) in the super
visory group.

Strauss (1966) suggested that freer lines of communi

cation may exist between management levels than between first-line
supervision and workers.

Mullen (195*0 also suggested that communi

cation progressively deteriorates as it travels downward in an organ
ization.

It is possible that the employee population in this study

simply had less information than their supervisors about the reward
system.
Still another possible explanation for the kind of perceptual
disparity which is apparent in this study is that in actual practice,
supervisors may behave in a manner similar* to that perceived by their
subordinates and not in accordance with the opinions they expressed
in this survey.

Further, if their expressed attitudes and their

reward-dispensing behavior are at odds, this may be a result of
limited authority in pay and promotion decisions.

Their beliefs may

not weigh heavily in this decision process if the authority for such
matters is vested higher in the organization.
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Finally, it may not be economically practical to strive for
optimum satisfaction on such things as salary level.

Research has

not demonstrated to date a systematic relationship between pay satis
faction or, for that matter, job satisfaction generally and the
desirable organization outcome of high productivity.

Further, Locke

(1969 ) has suggested that pay differs from most job aspects in that
it seems to have no optimum level for most people.

He pointed out

that workers can describe their optimum work week and satisfaction is
likely to decrease as either upward or downward departures from the
optimum occur.

According to Locke (19&9) P8?- 0811 tetter be viewed

from the standpoint of "fairr^^^^^^^^^^^S^ory (Zaleznik, Chris
tensen, and Roethlisberge^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^bive age, effort,
experience, education,

maintains that:

"In our culture
men would
'What meaning do

have for

improving organization

to conclude

that the subordinates simply do no^cHBrstand that their attitudes
are not substantially different from management's as regards the
reward system, then the cause of organization improvement might be
served by reducing the dissonance.
A great deal of motivational research has shown that behavior
is primarily influenced by an individual's perception of phenomena,
rather than their objective characteristics (Bartley, 1958; Blake
and Ramsey, 1951? Hall, 19&1; Koffka, 1935; and Segall, Campbell and
Herskovitts, 1966 ).

To the extent that salary and organizational
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progress can serve as incentive to increased prod^.:-*

v , ■

management of this organization might benefit from u
dissonance regarding the reward system by shcvi.v -s.:.. .•• •
(a)

there is little disagreement between tr.er.
supervision on the relative importance
and promotion criteria;

-

(b)

those variables subject to the in
individual effort, such as, "qua!
and "favorable attitudes” are nor
than "knowing the right people” in detemir. .who will be rewarded.

If on the other hand the perceptual dispari'y
study results from something other than lack of
reward system by workers, then other remedies

•*n
r •_

dissonance would have to be considered.
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Finally, it may not be economically practical to strive for
optimum satisfaction on such things as salary level.

Research has

not demonstrated to date a systematic relationship between pay satis
faction or, for that matter, job satisfaction generally and the
desirable organization outcome of high productivity.

Further, Locke

(1969 ) has suggested that pay differs from most job aspects in that
it seems to have no optimum level for most people.

He pointed out

that workers can describe their optimum work week and satisfaction is
likely to decrease as either upward or downward departures from the
optimum occur.

According to Locke (1969) pay can better be viewed

from the standpoint of "fairness" or equity theory (Zaleznik, Chris
tensen, and Roethlisberger, 1958) based on comparative age, effort,
experience, education, etc., among co-workers.

Locke maintains that:

"In our culture at least, there is no limit to the amount of pay most
men would like (ideally) to have (p. 318)."
What meaning do these perceptual disparity findings have for
improving organization effectiveness?

If it is valid to conclude

that the subordinates simply do not understand that their attitudes
are not substantially different from management’s as regards the
reward system, then the cause of organization improvement might be
served by reducing the dissonance.
A great deal of motivational research has shown that behavior
is primarily influenced by an individual's perception of phenomena,
rather than their objective characteristics (Bartley, 1958; Blake
and Ramsey, 1951; Hall, 1961; Koffka, 1935; and. Segall, Campbell and
Herskovitts, 1966 ).

To the extent that salary and organizational
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progress can serve as incentive to increased productivity, the
management of this organization might benefit from closing any
dissonance regarding the reward system by showing employees that:
(a)

there is little disagreement between them and
supervision on the relative importance of pay
and promotion criteria;

(b)

those variables subject to the influence of
individual effort, such as, "quality of work"
and "favorable attitudes" are more important
than "knowing the right people" in determining
who will be rewarded.

If on the other hand the perceptual disparity uncovered in this
study results from something other than lack of understanding of the
reward system by workers, then other remedies for closing the
dissonance would have to be considered.
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SUMMARY

A questionnaire designed to investigate attitudinal and percep
tual differences as a function of supervisory/non-supervisory role
■was administered to 5k supervisors and 484 workers at a manufacturing division general office of a large midwestern corporation-

It

was expected that (a) Consideration (measured by modified LBDQ)
would bear a positive relationship to job satisfaction across nine
job dimensions for both supervisors and subordinates, and (b) Initiat
ing Structure would be positively and more strongly associated with
supervisory than with worker satisfaction.

The results were largely

in the predicted direction although not reaching statistical signi
ficance.

A cautious interpretation is that lower level supervisors

are favorably inclined toward a structured leadership climate because
of the characteristics and requirements of their organizational role.

The extent to which workers and supervisors agreed on the impor
tance of a series of criteria for pay and promotion decisions was
investigated.

Supervisory attitudes did not differ from the assess

ments of the superiors’ opinions nor from the actual attitudes of
their subordinates.

Subordinate opinions were, however, significantly

disparate from their perceptions of supervisor’s attitudes regarding
the criteria.

42
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The Announcement Letter

TO:

GENERAL OFFICE SALARIED EMPLOYEES

SUBJECT;

OPINION SURVEY

From time to time, the Company, in a continuing effort to keep
informed of employee opinion, has conducted surveys of salaried
employees. A number of Division locations were covered during
1967 , and is now planned to include salaried employees of the
Division General Office.
This survey will be conducted by Central Staff Representatives
through use of a questionnaire. Group meetings have been scheduled
for all employees on September 18 and 19* You will be advised by
your supervisor as to the specific time and place.
Participation will be voluntary. To assure meaningful results,
however, we urge maximum participation and frank expression of
opinion by all employees. Individual answers will remain anonymous.
Information regarding the results of the survey will be conveyed to
you at a later date.

Industrial Relations

b7

R eproduced with perm ission o f the copyright owner. F urther reproduction prohibited w itho ut perm ission.

APPENDIX B

R eproduced w ith perm ission o f the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited w itho ut perm ission.

The Research Instrument
INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this questionnaire is to find out your opinions
about various aspects of working in the Division General Office.
The general results of this questionnaire will be of help in making
future recommendations and improvements.
Your answers to the questions and all other information you give us
will be held in strictest confidence. Therefore, we hope you will
answer as honestly and carefully as you can without being afraid
your answers will be misused.
To guarantee that individual employees remain completely anonymous,
no breakdown of the results will be prepared for any group which
has less than six people participating in the survey. Presenting
the results in this way will make it impossible to identify any
individual in the organization.

DIRECTIONS

1.

For most questions, no writing is needed. Just mark the
answers that fit your case best by placing a (j£) in the space
provided.

2.

Do not spend a lot of time over each question.
have your first impression — your first idea.
rapidly.

3-

Please answer the questions in order.

4.

Please be sure to answer ALL the questions.

5-

Space is provided at the end of the questions for you to write
any comments you wish.

6.

Remember:
answer.

We would rather
Please work

Do not skip around.

THIS IS NOT A TEST. Your opinion is the only right

Thank you for vour cooperation!

L8
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It is necessary, in preparing opinion survey data for analysis, to
identify various groupings into which each employee's data will be
summarized. Before you begin the main body of the questionnaire, we
would like you to answer the following questions:

What is your current education level?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

High school graduate or equivalent
College less thantwo years
College two yearsor more, but less than degree
Apprentice graduate
Bachelor's degree
Master's degree

What is your current age?
1. Under 25 years
2. 2 5 , but under 35
3. 35, tut under if5
if. ^5, but under 55
5. 55 or over
What is your current position?
1. Non-supervisory
2. Unit Supervisor
3- Section Supervisor
4. Department Manager
5. Office Manager
Length of time with the company.
1. Under six months
2. Six months up to one year
3. One to three years
if. Four to ten years
5- Eleven to fifteen years
6. Sixteen to twenty years
7* Over twenty years
Length of time on Salaried Roll.
1. Under six months
2. Six months up to one year
3- One to three years
if. Four to ten years
5- Eleven to fifteen years
6. Sixteen to twenty years
7- Over twenty years
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Length of time on present position.
1. Under six months
2. Six months up to one year
3- One to three years
if. Four to ten years
5- Eleven to fifteen years
6. Sixteen to twenty years
7- Over twenty years
How many questionnaires of this type have you completed in the past
while working at this company.
1. Zero
2. One
3- Two
if. Three
5- Four or more
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The following is a listing of Division General Office Departments
Sections and Units. Go through the listing and locate the depart
ment where you are currently assigned. If your department is not
divided into sections or units, or if you work directly for the
department manager, then circle the department name. If your
department is divided into sections and units, then circle the
appropriate section or unit. (Circle only one of the following
departments, sections or units.)

1.

GENERAL MANAGER

25•
26.

DIVISIONAL CONTROLLERS OFFICE
Divisional Controller
Sales and Price Analysis Department
Sheet Metal Pricing Section
Special Studies & Monroe Pricing Section
Special Sales and Price Analysis Section
Tooling Analysis Department
Commitment Analysis Section
Project Analysis Section
Methods and Systems Department
Real Time Processing and Control Section
Real Time Input and Collection Section
Accounting and Facility Appropriations Department
General and Cost Accounting Section
General Accounting Unit
Cost Accounting Unit
Office Services Section
Capital Investment Section
Cost and Financial Analysis Department
Cost Analysis Section
Financial Analysis Section
Forward Model Program Department
Tool Cost Estimating Section
Part Cost Estimating & Analysis Section
Estimating Unit
Analysis Unit

27.
28.
29.
30.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS OFFICE
Industrial Relations Department
Hourly Personnel and Labor Relations Department
Salaried Personnel and Training Department
Personnel Services Department

2.
3.
if.
5.
6.
7.
8.
910.
11.
12.
131if.
15•
16.
1718.
1920.
21.
22.
23.

2b.

QUALITY CONTROL OFFICE
31.
Warranty Policy and Analysis Section
32.
Material Quality and Inspection Equipment Department
33Product Quality Department
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52
31*.

3536.
37-

38.

391*0.
1*1.
1*2.
1*3.
1*1*.
1*5.
1*6.
1*7.
1*8.
1*9.
50.
51.
52.
535l*.
55*
56.
5758.
59*
60.
61.
62.
63.
61*.
65.
66.
67.
68.
6970.
71.
72.
737l*75.
76.
7778.
7980.
81.

PURCHASING OFFICE
Expediting and Analysis Department
Production Parts Purchasing Agent
Body Experimental Tooling Aids
Sheet Metal Purchasing Agent
MANUFACTURING OPERATIONS
General Manufacturing Department
Manufacturing Department - Stamping Plants
Plant & Manufacturing Engineering Office
Manufacturing Engineering Office
Industrial Engineering Department
Stamping Section
Assembly Section
Indirect Labor & Carloading Section
Technical Services Department
Die Construction Coordination Section
Welding Fixture Construction Coordination Section
Experimental & New Process Development Department
Tool Program Coordination and Control Department
Manufacturing Feasibility and Analysis Department
Engineering Information & Change Adm. Section
Welding Feasibility Section
Stamping, Frame & Wheel Feasibility Section
Estimating and Parts Sourcing Department
Sourcing and Facility Loading Section
Welding and Fixture Estimating Section
Tool Estimating Section
Tool Coordination Department
Tool Program Services Section
Tool Coordination Section
Reproduction Tool Files and Records Section
Production Engineering Department
Process Records & Communications Unit
Metal Stamping Engineering Department
Die Process Section
Body Sides & Front End Unit
Underbody Door & Interior Unit
Frame Process Unit
Metal Specification Unit
Die Design Section
Die Design Coordination Unit
Progressive Die Design Unit
Body Die Design Unit
Material Handling & Equipment Engineering Department
Automation Engineering Section
Material Handling Engineering Section
Metal Assembly Engineering Department
Assembly Process Section
Front End & Quarter Panel Unit
Underbody & Frame Unit
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53
82.
83.
8 ^.
85.
86.
87*
88.
89.
90.
91.

Sealing Materials Unit
Checking Fixture Design Section
Welding and Fixture Design Section
Controls Specification Unit
Welding Fixture Design Unit
Welding Design Coordination Unit
Numerical Control Department
Numerical Control Processing and Design Section
Computer Programming Processing and Design Section
Technical Services & Manufacturing Feasibility Department

92.
93*

Plant Engineering Office
Building and Facilities Department
Equipment and Tooling Department
Maintenance Control Department

9b.

95*
96.

97 •'
98.
99100.
101.
102.
103.
10^.
105.

Material Control Office
Production Control Department
Parts Control & Production Scheduling Section
Material Utilization & Control Section
Systems and Methods Planning Section
Material Handling Section
Program Planning & Change Control Department
Preproduction & Change Control Section
Program Planning and Timing Section
Traffic Department
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ABOUT YOUR JOB

Very
Very
Satis- SatisDissat- Dissatfied
fied So-So isfied isfied
How do you feel about The amount of interest your
work provides you
The importance of the work yon
do
The use made of your abilities and
skills
(
The amount of work you are
expected to do

(

The fairness with which the work
is distributed among the employees
in your immediate workgroup
(
The understanding you have of how
your job fits into your group's
operation
(
The sense of accomplishment you
get from your work

(

The type of training you received
from your immediate supervisor
when assigned to your present
position
(
The opportunity to show what you
can do

(

TO SUMMARIZE, how do youfeel about
your job?
(
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ABOUT THE WORKING CONDITIONS ON XOUR JOB

Very
Very
Satis- SatisDissat- Dissatfied
fied So-So isfied isfied
(1 )
(5)
W
(3) 12)
How do you feel about The lighting
The heating
The Air Conditioning
The ventilation
The noise level
The work space
The rest rooms
The coffee and cold
drink facilities
The eating facilities
\
The parking facilities
TO SUMMARIZE, how do you feel
about working conditions on
your job?

()

()

() ()

()

55
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ABOUT YOUR JOB BENEFITS
Does not
Apply
or Don't
Know
Very
Very
Enough
Satis- SatisDissat- Dissat- About It
fied
fied So-So isfied isfied to Say
(2)
(1 )
(0 )
(3)
(5)
00
How do you feel about The rate of pay you
receive for over
time worked

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

The Savings & Stock
Investment Plan

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

The Discount Purchase
Flan for company
products

( )

( )

( )

( )

(> - - ( )

The Suggestion or
Management Proposal
Plan

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

The Medical Insurance
Plan

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

The Life Insurance Flan
(Including sickness and
accident benefits)
( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

The Retirement Plan

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

The Continuing Educa
tion Program

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

The company-sponsored
recreational activities ( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

Company benefits as
compared with those
offered by other com
panies you know about

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

The timeliness of
answers to questions
regarding benefits

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

56
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ABOUT SALARY MATTERS

Very
Very
Satis- SatisDissat- Dissatfied
fied So-So isfied isfied
How do you feel about Tour salary in relation to
your job duties
Tour salary in relation to
your performance
Tour salary ir. relation to
the salaries of people doing
similar work in other companies
The size of your last merit
increase
The frequency of your merit
increases
The amount of information you
have about the basis upon which
salary adjustments are granted
The amount of authority your
supervisor seems to have in
granting merit increases
The amount of information you
have about your salary range
The willingness of your immediate
supervisor to discuss salary
matters with you
The standard of living you can
maintain on your salary
Tour pay in comparison to other
company employees performing
similar work
TO SUMMARIZE, how satisfied are
you with your salary matters?
57
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ABOUT YOUR OPPORTUNITIES FOR ADVANCEMENT

Very
Very
Satis- SatisDissat- Dissatfied
fied So-So isfied isfied
(5)
W
(3 )
(2 )
(1 )
How do you feel about Your progress thus far

( )

( )

( )

( )

()

The opportunities available for
improving your abilities or
developing new skills

( )

( )

( )

( )

()

Efforts by management to assist
employees in developing themselves
for future openings

( )

( )

( )

( )

()

The extent to which individual
qualification and performance
are considered in selecting
employees for promotions

( )

( )

( )

( )

()

The opportunities for transferring
to other work within the Division ( )

( )

( )

( )

()

The opportunities for transferring
within the company
( )

( )

( )

( )

()

TO SUMMARIZE, how satisfied are you
with your Opportunities for
Advancement
( )

( )

( )

( )

()
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ABOUT YOUR IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR

Very
Very
Satis- SatisDissat- Dissat
fied
fied So-So isfied isfied^
(1 )
(5
3)
How do you feel about
The way your immediate supervisor
plans and schedules the work
(
The willingness of your supervisor
to delegate authority
(
Your opportunity to discuss your
work and ideas
(
The fairness and impartiality shown
in supervising your work
(
The explanations your supervisor
gives for changes
(
The backing you receive from
your immediate supervisor

(

The appreciation and recognition
you receive from your supervisor
for a job well done
(
The extent to which your super
visor helps employees to
develop their capabilities

(

The extent to which your super
visor encourages you to suggest
improvements

(

The extent to which your supervisor
lets you know what isexpected
(
The availability of your super
visor to help you

(

TO SUMMARIZE, how satisfied are
you with your immediate super
visor?

(
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ABOUT EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE REVIEWS AMD EVALUATION

Very
Very
Satis- SatisDissat- Dissatfied
fied So-So isfied isfied

k
How do you feel about The extent to which you are kept
posted on "how you're doing"
The manner in which you are kept
posted on "how you're doing"
The amount of knowledge manage
ment above your immediate super
visor has of your job performance
The frequency with which perfor
mance reviews are conducted with
you
The fairness of your last perfor
mance review
The way in which your performance
review was conducted
The interest shown by management
in your development as an
individual
The extent to which the performance
reviews have helped you to improve
your job performance
Standards that are being used to
evaluate your performance
The balance between recognition
and criticism
TO SUMMARIZE, how satisfied are
you with your employe performance
reviews and evaluation?

60
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ABOUT INFORMATION AND COMMUNICATION

Very
Very
Satis- SatisDissat- Dissatfied
fied So-So isfied isfied
(5)
(h)
(3)
(2)
(1)
How do you feel about The extent to which you get the
informationnecessary to do a job

( )

(

)

(

)

(

)

( )

The extent to which you feel free
to express your ideas and opinions
regarding things affecting you and
your work
( )

(

)

(

)

(

)

( )

The amount of information you are
given about matters affecting
your department
( )

(

)

(

)

(

)

( )

The amount of information you
are given about matters affecting
the Division
( )

(

)

(

) (

)

( )

The extent to which you receive
information through official
sources rather than the
"grapevine"

( )

(

)

(

) (

)

( )

The availability of the Salaried
Personnel Section in assisting
employes with job related or
personal problems

( )

(

)

(

) (

)

( )

The communication between depart
ments
( )

(

)

(

) (

)

( )

TO SUMMARIZE, how satisfied are
you with information and
communication?

(

)

(

) (

)

( )

( )
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ABOUT YOUR DEPARTMENT

Very
Very
Dissat- DissatSatis- Satis
fied
fied So-So isfied isfied
How do you feel about The consistency with which
personnel policies are carried
out in your department
The extent to which department
management takes care of
employee problems
The fairness and impartiality
shown by department management
to individual employees
The handling of overtime by your
immediate supervisor in the
department
___ _
The extent to which you have been
informed about the department's
overall operations
The importance of your department
to the Division
The way the people in your
immediate work group get along
with each other
The way people in your immediate
work group get along with other
work groups in the General Office
Extent to which management is
interested in your welfare
The General Office as a place to
work compared to other places you
have worked or know about
TO SUMMARIZE, how satisfied are
you with your department
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In your opinion, how important DOES supervision within your depart
ment consider each of the following in deciding on salary increases
for employees in your department? CHECK ONE IN EACH LINE ACROSS.

Of
Very Quite Fairly Little Of No
Impor— Impor— Impor— Impor— I m p o r 
tant
tant
tant tance tance

X
Being able to do a satisfactory
job on many different assignments
Helping out other employees in
your work group
Doing work of high quality
Having a good absenteeism,
tardiness record
Having a favorable attitude
Suggesting new and better ways
of doing things
Doing a large amount of work
Length of service with the
company
Being cooperative to changes
(methods, schedules, as signments) asked by management
Appearing busy all the time,
although the work does not
demand it
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6k

In contrast with what you think supervision DOES, how important do
you think supervision SHOULD consider each of the following in
deciding on salary increases for employees in your department?
CHECK ONE IN EACH LINE ACROSS.

Of
Very Quite Fairly Little Of No
Impor- Impor- Impor- Impor- Impor
tant
tant
tant tance tance

Being able to do a satisfactory
job on many different assignments
Helping out other employees in
your work group
Doing work of high quality
Having a good absenteeism,
tardiness record
Having a favorable attitude
Suggesting new and better ways
of doing things.
Doing a large amount of work
Length of service with the
company
Being cooperative to changes
(methods, schedules, assign
ments) asked by management
Appearing busy all the time,
although the work does not
demand it
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How important DOSS supervision consider each of the following in
selecting employees for advancement to better jobs?

Of
Very Quite Fairly Little Of No
Impor- Impor- Impor- Impor- Impor
tant
tant
tant tance tance

Doing work of high quality
Doing a large amount of work
Likeable personality
Experience in a variety of jobs
Knowing the right people
Ability to deal with people
Educational qualification
Right attitude
Length of service with the
company
Length of time on present job
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In contrast with what you think supervision DOES, how important do
you think supervision SHOULD consider each of the following in
selecting employees for advancement to better jobs?
Of
Very Quite Fairly Little Of No
Impor- Impor- Impor- Impor- Impor
tant
tant
tant tance tance

Doing work of high quality
Doing a large amount of work
Likeable personality
Experience in a variety of jobs
Knowing the right people
Ability to deal with people
Educational qualification
Right attitude
Length of service with the
company
Length of time on present job
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SUPPLEMENT FOR DESCRIBING YOUR SUPERVISOR
CONCERNING YOUR IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR

ALWAYS OFTEN

OCCASIONALLY
SELDOM NEVER

He refuses to give in when
employees disagree with him
He tries out his new ideas
He helps his employees with
their personal problems
He criticizes poor work
He criticizes his employees
in front of others
He encourages slow-working
employees to greater effort
He insists that everything be
done his way
He asks for sacrifices from his
employees for the good of the
entire department
He sees that an employee is
rewarded for a job well done
He insists that his employees
follow standard ways of doing
things in every detail
He changes the duties of employees
under him without first talking
it over with them
He ■sees to it that employees
under him are working up to
their limits
He stresses the importance of
high morale among those under him
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SUPPLEMENT FOR DESCRIBING IOUR SUPERVISOR (Continued)

ALWAIS OFTEN
~3T~

W

OCCASIONALLY
SELDOM NEVER
(3)
~(2 )
(1)

He insists that he be informed,
on decisions made by employees
under him
He backs up his employees in
their actions
He "needles" employees under
him for greater effort
He criticizes a specific act
rather than a particular
individual
He emphasizes meeting of
deadlines
He is willing to make changes
He emphasizes the quantity of
work
He is friendly and can be easily
approached
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TABLE 6
Analysis of Variance of Supervisor and Subordinate Overall Satisfaction
(N = 538)

Source of variation

Between groups
Employee level
Subjects within rows

Within groups
Satisfaction dimension
Employee level x satisfaction
dimension
Promotional criteria x subjects
v/ithin groups

*
**

/

P <
P <

.05
.01

SS

df

MS

2228.15

537

16.15

1

16.15

2212.00

536

4.13

2250.00

4304

20.99

8

.01

8

2229.00

4288

2 .6 2

.52

F

3.91*

5.04**
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TABLE 8
Analysis of Variance of Importance of Ten Criteria Determining Pay Raises
Perceived by Supervisors and as Ascribed to Their Immediate Superiors
(N = 5*0

Source of variation

Between groups
Response category
Subjects within rows

Within groups
Pay raise criteria
Response category x criteria

SS

df

MS

F

m.

107

7

1

7 .0 0

2 .9 6

251

106

2 .2 7

lOifl

222

527

9

58.50

5

9

.56

509

95^

.53

Promotional criteria x subjects

within groups

P <.

.01

110.lf0«
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TABLE 9
Analysis of Variance of Importance of Ten Criteria Determining Promotions
Perceived by Supervisors and as Ascribed to Their Immediate Superiors
(N =

Source of variation

Between groups
Response category
Subjects within rows

Within groups
Promotional criteria
Response category x criteria
Promotional criteria x subjects
within groups

SS

df

122

107

0

l

197

106

1292

972

7b9

9

83.2 0

lit8.57*

13

9

l.Mt

2.57*

530

95J*

.56

MS

F

1 .8 6

* p-c: .01

ru
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TABLE

10

Analysis of Variance of Supervisor and Subordinate Attitudes Regarding
the Importance of Ten Criteria in Determining Pay Raises
(N = 538)

Source of variation

Between erouns
Employee level
Subjects within rows

Within croups
Pay raise criteria
Employee level x criteria
Promotional criteria x subjects
within groups

P <

SS

df

1105.10

53Z

.10

1

1305.00

536

it236.8l

m

MS

F

2.R3

2

8 5 .6 0

9

.21

9

4151.00

»t82i+

9.51

11.01*

.86

.01

-~o

UJ
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TABLE 11
Analysis of Variance of Supervisor and Subordinate Attitudes Regarding
the Importance of Ten Criteria in Determining Promotions
(N = 538)

Source of variation

Between groups
Employee level
Subjects within rows

Within groups

SS

df

130£

531

0

1

1305

536

3075.5*t

MS

F

2.1*3

1*842

Promotional criteria

131.26

9

11*.58

25.13*

Employee level x criteria

127.28

9

11*.11*

21*.37*

2817.00

1*821*

Promotional criteria x subjects
within groups
P <

.58

.01

--0
4^
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TABLE 12
Analysis of Variance of Importance of Ten Criteria Determining Pay Raises
as Perceived by Subordinates and as Ascribed to Their Immediate Supervisors
(N = U81+)

Source of variation

SS

Between groups
Response category
Subjects within rows

Within groups
Pay raise criteria
Response category x criteria
Promotional criteria x subjects
within groups

# P <

df

MS

F

89.32*

967
393

1

393.00

k2k8

966

k.ko

7503

8712

12

9

1.33

202

9

22. Mt

7289

869 if

.8lf

1 .58
26.71*

.01

-j
vjn
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TABLE 13

Results of Newman-Keuls Test of Mean Differences Between Subordinates' Attitudes and Their
Perceptions of Supervision's Opinions of the Importance of Ten Pay Rai.se Criteria
(N - J48U)

P8

A10

A8

P10

P2

p6

P7

PH

P9

Pi

A7

A

P3

AH

A2

A9

a6

A9

A1

A3

2.63 2.65 2.97 3.03 3.21 3.31 3. HO 3 .H2 3.60 3.61 3.71 3.7H 3.8H 3.98 3.99 H.07 H.lH H .31 H. 39 n .99

P8
A10
A8
P10
P2
P6
P7
PH
P9
PI
A7
P5
P3
AH
A2
A9
A6
A5
A1

.02

.3H
.32

.M3
.38
.06

.56

,2k
.18

.68
.66
.3H
.28
.10

.77
•75
A3
.37
.19
.09

.79
•77
A
.39
.21
.11
.02

.97
.95
.63
.97
.39
.29
.20
.18

.98 1.08 1.11 1.21 1.39 1.36 l.HH
.96 1.06 I .09 1.19 1.33 1.3H I.H2
.6H •7H .77 .87 1.01 1.02 1.10
•58 .68 .71 .81 .95 •96 l.oH
.HO .5° A 3 .63 .77 .78 .86

.30
.21

.19
.01

.Ho
•31
.29
.11
.10

.M3
•3H
.32
.lH
.13
•03

•93
.HH
.H2
.2H
.23
.13
.10

.67
.58
.56
.38
•37
.27
.2H
.IH

.68
•99
•97
•39
.38
.28
.29
.19
.01

» 3.6H H.12 H.Ho H .60 >1.76 H.88 H.99 5.08 5.16 5.23 5.29 5.35 5 .Ho 5.H5
•3H -.38 .hi .43 .HH •H6 A
•H7 .H8 A 9 •H9 .90 .90 .91
A = Attitude
**sB q.99 (r,869 H) P = Perception
NOTE: Underlined values are significant: P < .01

1.68
1.66
1 .3H
1.28
1.10
1.00

1.9 2
1.90
1.58
1.92
1.3H
1 .2H
.76
1.15
.67
.91
1.13
.89
.H7
.71
.99
.H6
.9H
.70
.60
.8H
.36
.81
.33
.97
.23
.H7
.71
.97
.09
.33
.08
.32
.96
,H8
.2H
.Hi
.17
•2H
.06
5.H9 9.H9 9.H9 9.H9 5.H9
•91 .91 .91 •91 .91

1.91
I.H9
1.17
l.ll
.93
.83
•7H
.72
•9H
•93
.H3
.Ho
.30
.16
.19
.07

1.76
1.7H
1.H2
1.36
1.18
1.08
'.99
•97
.79
.78
.68
.65
•99
.Hi
.HO
.32
.29
.08
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TABLE 14
Analysis of Variance of Importance of Ten Criteria Determining Promotions
as Perceived by Subordinates and as Ascribed to Their Immediate Supervisors
(N = l*8*f)
SS

df

336_6

967

62

1

6 2 .0 0

3304

966

3.42

9974

8712

Promotional criteria

19

9

2.11

1 .85

Response category x criteria

17

9

1 .89

1.66

9938

869b

1.14

Source of variation

Between groups
Response category
Subjects within rows

Within groups

Promotional criteria x subjects
within groups

* P C

.01

MS

F

1 8 .13*
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